Previous research suggests a link between innovation rate, neophobia and behavioural flexibility in the field and in captivity. In this paper we examine three correlates of flexibility in five opportunistic avian species that feed together in Barbados: three Passeriformes (the Carib grackle, Quiscalus lugubris, the Lesser Antillean bullfinch, Loxigilla noctis, and the shiny cowbird, Molothrus bonariensis) and two Columbiformes (the zenaida dove, Zenaida aurita and the common ground dove, Columbina passerina). The flexibility measures are habituation to a new food patch, willingness to feed near a novel object (neophobia) and ability to obtain food from a new apparatus (problem solving). Passeriformes (in particular grackles and bullfinches), as predicted from their high innovation rate in anecdotal data, outperformed Columbiformes on all three measures. The three tests yielded similar results in the field and in captivity. Grackles, which are members of the most innovative passeriform genus in North America after Corvus, were by far the most successful species on the problem solving test. Individual variation in attempts to obtain food from the new apparatus was predicted by latency to approach it, which was in turn predicted by latency to feed near novel objects. This study provides experimental evidence, both in the field and in captivity, for the taxonomic differences in innovative flexibility seen in anecdotal data and suggests that neophobia is an important intervening variable in response to new feeding problems.
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Animals vary in the flexibility of their foraging behaviour. Some species will, much more rapidly than others, feed near unfamiliar stimuli, opportunistically adopt new foods or foraging techniques, and modify their behaviour as a result of environmental cues and rewards. In birds, different comparative programmes have been conducted on each of these aspects of flexibility. For example, Greenberg (1983 Greenberg ( , 1984 Greenberg ( , 1990a has shown that generalist species of warblers (e.g. chestnut-sided warbler, Dendroica pensylvanica) and sparrows (e.g. song sparrow, Melospiza melodia) will approach a food patch placed near a novel object more quickly than will congeneric specialists (respectively, bay-breasted warbler, D. castanea and swamp sparrow, M. georgiana). Lefebvre et al. (1997 Lefebvre et al. ( , 1998 report that new food items and unusual foraging techniques are more often observed in avian taxa with larger forebrains. Sasvari (1985a, b) has shown that urbanized species of passerines learn faster in captivity than less urbanized ones.
These comparative programmes are based on very different methodologies. Work on neophobia uses naturalistic experiments conducted in the field and in captivity, work on feeding innovations relies on field anecdotes collected from ornithological journals, while learning experiments routinely present captive animals with arbitrary tasks in laboratory settings. Anecdotes can be problematical because they carry a risk of overinterpretation and are subject to biases coming both from the scientist and the animal (reviewed in Mitchell et al. 1997 and the open peer commentary following Whiten & Byrne 1988) . Comparative experiments on captive animals are more controlled, but can have low ecological relevance (Shettleworth & Krebs 1986 ). These comparative experiments also can be biased by differences in motivation and response to testing procedures that could lead to type I or type II error (summarized by MacPhail 1982; Kamil 1988) . It is thus difficult to know whether comparative trends in neophobia, innovation and learning depend on the particular methods by which each flexibility measure is studied.
In this paper, we minimize these problems by combining positive features of the anecdotal and experimental approaches. To ensure ecological relevance we base our predictions on comparative trends in innovation anecdotes and develop an experimental task that mimics innovative foraging in the field. Contrary to the anecdotal method, however, we conduct systematic
